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II.— TEXTUAL NOTES AND QUERIES ON PLAUTUS. 1 

I. THE MOSTELLARIA. 

Argum., vs. 5 : et inde tprimum gmigratum etc. 

So the editio minor. I would read filium for primum ; -ilium 
and -mum in a capital manuscript are rather close in ductus. The 
liability of P and F to confusion is shown by vs. 151, where all the 
manuscripts read filia for pila. For this confusion we must 
suppose the P to be only a little defective in its curve. The error 
may, however, be of semi-uncial origin, arising from a confusion 
of F with one of the ligatures /w (Most., vs. 320 W),pro (ib. 95), 
pr{a)e (Rud. 947 B). A ligature for pri I have not observed 
in any Plautus manuscript, but we have prmum for primum at vs. 
397 (D). 

vs. 5 : exi inquam fnidore cupinam quid lates ? 

So the editio minor. The best correction of this verse is 
Pylades's nidor e culina, quid lates, but, after all, nidor-e-culina 
is a questionable epithet. I suggest that the line stood as follows 
in*P: 

EXIINQUAMEXI JAUDIO JhEMCUPINNAMQUIDLATES. 

Now, supposing this archetypal manuscript to have had the 
K-form of H (cf. also Lindsay, The 'Palatine' Text of Plautus, 
p. 18), the mistake of AUDIOKE for NIDORE is accounted for 
by their similar ductus. The greatest difficulty for my reconsti- 
tuted line comes from the omission of the blank spaces, left, we 

1 In the following study reference will be made to each separate editor of 
the Triumvirate edition. The practical consensus of all the Palatine manu- 
scripts will be spoken of as the reading of *P. References to Leo's text of 
Plautus will simply run: Leo reads, etc.; Klotz's Grundzttge altromischer 
Metrik will be abbreviated to Klotz. All other citations will be full enough 
to indicate their source at once. The manuscript variants and emendations 
of previous scholars that come up for discussion are derived from the critical 
apparatus of the Triumvirate or from Leo's edition. The Teubner text 
edition of Goetz and Schoell I will call the editio minor. Its readings for any 
passage will be generally understood as the practical consensus of the manu- 
scripts extant for that passage. 
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may presume, in *P as in A, for the subsequent insertion of the 
notae personarum by the rubricator. Still, the reverse process is 
the more difficult ; that is to say, to insert a nota personae in one 
of the minuscule manuscripts is easier than to drop one. 

For the repetition of exi I compare Aul. 40 exi inquam age exi, 
and Cure. 275 Heus Phaedrome exi exi exi inquam ocius. A 
parallel to audio is Miles 217 vigila inquam, expergiscere inquam ; 
lucet hoc inquam | \audio. % viden hostis tibi adesse ? For hem 
introducing the question cupin I cite Asin. 445 non etiam ? Jhem 
non? There is a possible play between audio 'Well, I'm not 
deaf and haud eo T won't come.' Thus hem cupin means 'You 
won't, eh ? ' I note that cupio ' I will ' answers the question Vin 
'Will you?' three times in Poen. 159 sq. 

We might read our line 

exi inquam <exi> nid6re — <em> cupin? etc., 

in which case cupin implies a refusal from within, audible to the 
questioner but not to the audience. I prefer, however, either exi 
inquam <exi> %dudio |^e<m> cupin etc., or exi <6xi> inquam 
Jaudio etc. In either case there is hiatus with change of persons 
at audio. 

vs. 6: quid tibi malum hie ante aedis clam<it>atiost. 

Here <it> was inserted by Acidalius, following Camerarius. 
I propose to mend the line by reading malum <me> hie etc. 
A precise parallel is vs. 34 quid tibi malum me . . . curatiost ? I 
compare Cas. 91 Quid tu malum me sequere? 

The statistics of the expletive malum render this suggestion 
certain, I would say, as elision of either syllable of malum cannot 
be proved ; 1) Before consonants malum occurs 13 times with the 
metrical value ma \ Itlm, 1 where °liim is 7 times in the second thesis 
of a troch. sept, and 1 time (Most. 368) in the fourth thesis (the 
second after the beginning of a new speech). In the senarius 
°lufh forms a second thesis 2 times (Cas. 91, Most. 34) and a 
fourth 2 times (Cas. 472, Rud. 492); in the iamb. sept. (Rud. 
945?) a fourth thesis 1 time; quid hoc mdlum makes a proceleus- 
matic 1 time in an anap. dim. catal. (Ps. 242 b). Malum is a 
pyrrhic arsis in the second anap. of the clausula Reiziana 1 time 
(Aul. 429) ; it forms the first arsis at Bacch. 696, and the fifth 
(with change of speaker at the fifth thesis) at Stich. 597, both 
verses being troch. sept. 

1 By the makron over a consonant I indicate length by position. 
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2) Before vowels we might read malum without elision in the first 
arsis of troch. sept, at Amph. 626, Cas. 262, Merc. 184, True. 801, 
where the pyrrhic malum is on the same footing as at Bacch. 696, 
when a consonant follows; in the fifth arsis at Epid. 710, Pseud. 
1 165 (with change of person as at Stich. 597), and in Men. 793 
(without change of person) ; in the third arsis (with change of 
person on the third thesis) at Mil. 446. At Poen. 261 quid hie 
malum may be read as a proceleusmatic with malum in the first 
arsis (cf. Pseud. 242 U). The only occurrence of malum in arsis 
before a vowel outside of troch. sept, is Ps. 1295, an anap. sept. 
Here the 3d and 4th feet are composed of the words quid tu 
malum in os, and even here there is only quasi-elision, for -um 
is merged into the nasal syllable in. Such quasi-elision we have 
even with the monosyllabic vae in the phrase vae aetati tuae 
(Capt. 885, Stich. 594). Thus malum is followed 4 times by int 
(in) and 1 time by horn-. The vowel e follows malum 2 times 
(Merc. 184, True. 801), a (in astas) 2 times (Mil. 446, Poen. 261) 
and i 1 time (Ps.eud. 1165). 

Still another element comes into consideration : quid tu malum 
me occurs at Cas. 91 (iamb, sen.), Most. 368 (troch. sept.), and 
quid tibi malum me at Most. 34 (iamb, sen.) ; at Rud. 945 we 
have quid tu malum nam me. The phrase quid tu malum with- 
out a following me is found only at Aul. 429 (claus. Reiz.) and 
Ps. 1295 (anap. sept.), and both these are rare measures. This 
constitutes a further ground for reading quid tibi malum <.me> 
in our verse (iamb. sen.). My restitution is much better founded 
palaeographically than the restoration of <z7> , now accepted, 
and constitutes besides a lectio difficilior; clamatio and clam- 
<,it>atio are alike nonce-words. 

vs. 13: frutex. This word seems to occur in the literal sense 
of 'stump' in Suet. Vesp. 5 quercus singulos repente ramos a 
frutice dedit. Typical, however, for the class frutex were violae, 
rosae, arundin.es (Col. Arb. I 2), and 'stump' seems to me an 
impossible definition. It is a small change to alter afrutice to 
abradice, and even easier to suppose that ramos was glossed by 
frutices ' shoots ' or vice versa. For our present passage, seeing 
that frutex is parried in vs. 15 by urbanus scurra, I propose to 
interpret it as 'green-horn': cf. rudis 'rod switch' and rudis 
'green' for the same metaphor. Columella is cited for frutex 
olerum (cf. Lewis and Short, Lat. Diet., s. v.). I compare the 
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French chou (MoliSre, L'Etourdi, I xi fin.) and our 'cabbage- 
head,' used figuratively for 'dunce,' etc. 

vs. 21 : corrumpe erilem adulescentem optumum. 

Leo retains this, the manuscript reading, admitting two hiatuses. 
We must, it seems to me, admit the hiatus after adulescentem, for 
it recurs in the same metrical position at vs. 84 {ddulescinte 
dptumo) and at Capt. 169 (ddulesciniem Aleum). Bentley's 
observation that Roman comedy showed a tendency to make the 
metrical ictus correspond with the prose accent may be aptly 
illustrated for Plautus from ddulis \ cens, 57 times in the nomina- 
tive, but oblique cases, say adules \ centem, 43 times. There are 
15 cases of the verse-ending ddules\cens and 4 1 cases of the same 
accentuation in initial position. Thus the deviations from the 
prose-accent in the nominative seem to be restricted to definite 
metrical positions. The accentuation adult's \ centem is found but 
6 times ; at Asin. 833 and Capt. 169 the ictus may be made to 
coincide with the word-accent by admitting hiatus before proper 
names (cf. Klotz, p. 109). At Trin. 771 the ictus will coincide 
with the word-accent by admitting hiatus in the semiquinaria of 
the senarius. This leaves only three offending passages : Rud. 
^64, where adulis\cente is initial in the senarius; no mitigating 
circumstance occurs to me for Rud. 1197 and True. 99. With 
this state of things, it seems to me venturesome to disturb the 
coincidence of ictus and accent in this word in order to banish a 
hiatus. 

I do not believe, however, that Plautus could have written 
erilis adulescens for 'master's young son.' I propose, therefore, 
to read corrumpe eri <Ji>li<u>m, comparing vs. 27: 

ut eri sui corrumpat et rem et filium. 

The corruption of ri<fi>li was approximately haplographic. 

vss. 38-9 : quam confidenter loquitur fue Jat te Iuppiter 

dique omnes perdant oboluisti alium. 

So the manuscripts, but the modern editors generally transpose 

fue to a position before oboluisti, where Goetz and Schoell read 

<fufae> and Leo fu. The metre of vs. 39 is good as the 

manuscripts read it, with semi-hiatus in the 5th arsis. In vs. 38 I 

propose to read loquitur h\ii, etc. For the change from/wz (i. e. 

1 Men. 1025, 1066, Pers. 660, Trin. 968. 
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pkui?) to hut we have to reckon with a confusion of native Latin 
hui and Greekish phy. I note Terence, Ad. 411-12, where hui 
and phy are alternating exclamations of astonishment. The Latin 
grammarians also state the fact of this relationship (cf. Diomedes 
in Keil's Grammatici Latini, I, p. 419, 10). If hui be read, its 
tone is the same as in Pers. 801 Hui babae basilice te intulisti etc. 
The elision of hui ought not to be more surprising than of 0/ (cf. 
Richter in Studemund's Studien, I, p. 598), or we may operate 
with semi-hiatus as with eif (ib., p. 469). 

We ought perhaps to read fui here and also at Pseud. 1295. 
For the latter line A seems to read di te ament Pseudole 
Jhae Ji in malam crucem. In B there are no breaks, but pfui 
stands for the hae of A, where the p is, I surmise, derived from 
a P of the rubric of the manuscript prior to B, which may have 
indicated the character of Pseudolus by a P as B does. At Cas. 
727 *P almost certainly had FYFY, and A seems to read edepol. 
Thus, in two cases the scribe of A seems to have been baffled by 
FY, FVI, possibly because <£0 was written in Greek characters in 
his exemplar, though Greek script occurs in A ; or perhaps the 
scribes were at a loss how to register an onomatopoetic word 
amounting to a stage-direction. 

It is perfectly clear at Pseud. 1295 that whatever Pseudolus 
may have said, what he did was to retch, and at Cas. 727 the 
interjection simulated vomiting. The outburst in vs. 39 of our 
text seems hardly justified by quam confidenter loquitur, but if to 
this be added fy, which we may render by the stage-direction 
'pretending to vomit,' the outburst is accounted for. Here by 
fy we must understand 'your talk is sickening,' putting it on a 
footing with fyfyfoetet tuos mihi sermo of Cas. 727. In all three 
of the passages under discussion fy (fyfy) has no necessary 
metrical value, and may be merely equivalent to a stage-direction, 
'retching.' 1 

1 This suggestion, though original with myself, proves to be not altogether 
new. See Spengel, Reformvorschlage, etc., p. 80, note. Along with Spengel 
and Ussing, I accept it, spite of the words " insulsam Gruteri explicationem 
recoquentes" flung by Schoell at these two scholars (Appendix to Most., p. 
153). The English interjection of disgust is, foh!, and in Congreve's Old 
Bachelor, IV iv, the stage-direction ' spits' accompanies foh! I do riot know 
that there are any stage-directions in Latin comedy, but, considering the 
divergence of A's Hae and *P's pfui at Pseud. 1295, one is tempted to see in 
pfui pfui (so, in fact, C and D), a possible mistake for spui<t> 'he spits,' 
taken up from a marginal stage-direction or from a gloss. 
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vs. 40 : germana inluvies rusticus hircus hara sui<s>. 

So the manuscripts, but rtls\ticus offends the metrical law that 
two shorts ending a polysyllabic word may form neither arsis nor 
thesis in iambic-trochaic metres. Bergk's correction of rusticus 
to stircus is not a bad emendation, but ructus seems to me better, 
as a lectio difficilior, and fadges precisely with the interpretation 
offered just above for fy (vs. 38). I note the use of ructus in the 
similar situation of Pseud. 1294-1301. 

If Leo's contention that final .? is treated like final m in the pre- 
classic period holds, then we might scan without change rustic' 1 " 
hircus. 

vs. 56 : stimulis, si hue reveniat senex. 

So the manuscripts. Leo reads stimulis <.carnufices> , and 
Schoell, much more plausibly, si hue <.re bene gesta> etc. I 
propose stimulis si h<_oc eveniety ut reveniat senex, where the 
assumed haplography seems to me better warranted than in 
Schoell's emendation. For the construction eveniet ut I compare 
Pers. 535. 

vs. 63 : data es inonestis etc. 

So B. Here Leo, and before him Ritschl, read most plausibly 
date si non estis (i. e. editis). The other minuscule manuscripts 
read inkonestis. I take my cue for the emendation of the passage 
from vs. 604-5 : 

daturin estis faenus actutum mihi ? 

datur faenus mihi ? 

So A, but in *P date mihi faenus. where the variant reading 
doubtless comes from a ligature for -tur. At True. 247 dalor is 
unquestionably the reading, but *P has datur. Combining these 
facts, I propose to read here dalor es in<h>o-nestis 'you are 
generous enough to your wicked associates.' For this sense of 
dalor es compare True. 244 sq. Thus there is no difficulty in my 
reading except the change of number, and this is not more violent 
than the change in vs. 603 below. 

vs. 73 : venire quod moleste quam illud quod cupide petas. 

So the manuscripts. Much nearer to the MSS than anything 
yet proposed is veni\re quod \ moleste <est> | quam illud quod | 
cupide I petas. For moUsi'est I refer to Klotz (p. 82) ; qu" m illud 
quod seems warranted by the trochee non illu'c (Epid. 715). See 
also below on vs. 204. 
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vs. 84 : video, corruptum ex adulescente optumo. 

Thus I would read the verse with the manuscripts, allowing 
hiatus in the 5th foot (see above on vs. 21). 

vs. 104: sibi quisque simile suo is sua sumptu operam parcunt 
suam. 

This is B's reading. It makes sense and good metre to read 
the verse as follows: sibi quisque simile<s> suo isse sumptu; 
<no> operam parcunt suam; or, as CD read sumptu, we may 
represent the archetypal reading as sumptunonoperam, and the 
error consists only of haplography of nono. The reading suo 
issua arose from suo esse suo, in which the repetition of suo 
represents a shift in position such as we have in vs. 235 quidem 
absumpta quidem (BCD), vs. 311 cum arnica cum (BCD), vs. 529 
M^ibi hodie ut (BCD). 

vs. 119: <id> dicere ut hominis a6dium esse similis arbitr£mini. 

The insertion I propose (taking id, of course, in the sense of id 
quod dixi and defining dicere by 'explain') makes the verse 
metrical. Leo scans it dlcire ut homines, etc., with hiatus between 
-re and ut ! As I read the verse the 2d foot is a proceleusmatic 
and is not objectionable on. the score of metre (cf. Klotz, p. 353). 

vs. 124 : et (it in | usum | boni et In spe|ciem. 

I propose to read this verse as an iambic dimeter, like vs. 
902 b. The question is whether don' et in spe- can be read as a 
proceleusmatic. The shortening of in here is on precisely the 
same basis as the shortening of a in Asin. 59, where there is a 
tribrach it a m' in- (cf. Klotz, 69), but in our passage, to be sure, 
in would get its shortening from the word-accent on et, not from 
an ictus there, as in quid a no\- (Capt. 206). 

vss. 129-30: ad legionem tcomita adminiculum eis danunt, 
ftum iam aliquem cognatum suom. 

If we read comita<nt>, vs. 129 becomes an iambic senarius, 
and the sense is 'the fathers accompany them; they give them 
help (money ?) and also (?) one of their relatives (as a com- 
panion).' It is doubtful, however, whether turn iam may be 
taken in the sense of etiam, though turn does approximate to et 
(cf. Lewis and Short, Lat. Diet., s. v. turn, C 1). 
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vs. 139 sq.: ha6c verecundiam mi it virtutis modum 
dSturbavit ftexit detSxitque a me ilico 
postilla optigere ea[m] n%legens fui. 
This is the reading of the editio minor. Now it happens at vs. 
583 of our play that A reads domum and *P modo, and at vs. 432 
one of two successive lines ending in modo has been corrected to 
domum ; and I propose in vs. 139 domum for modum, and would 
retain earn in vs. 141. There has been an elaborate comparison 
up to this point between a man's character and a house, and our 
verbs are mostly literally used in connection with a house. We 
must, however, take vs. 162 sq. into the count : modestiam omnem 
detexit, tectus qua fui ; and the same figure seems to recur at 
Trin. 317 : sarta tecta tua praecepta usque habui mea modestia. 
On the other hand, modestiam might be the occasion of domum 
having been changed to modum in our verse. This proposal 
demands verecundtae, perhaps, in vs. 139, and domus verecun- 
diae is hardly a bolder figure than aedes aurium (Pseud. 469). 
In vs. 140 I suggest ex<.ci~>it for texit, with the orthography 
extiit; cf. Cure. 295, where B's extiam is probably for exciam 
(so Leo). As to definition, exciit is an intensive ciere = ' has 
shaken up thoroughly.' Metrically, vs. 140 will be, with my 
reading, a trochaic septenarius, like vs. 145 ; and vs. 141 a cretic 
dimeter + a trochaic tripody catal. 

vs. 146: atque 6depol ita ha£c tigna umid6 <ex>putent: non 
uideo<r> mihf. 

I suggest <.ex>putent on the basis of exputescunt at Cure. 
242, and scan the verse as an iambic octonarius like the next 
verse. The hiatus at the end of the 4th foot is normal. The 
close syntactical connection of umide and exputent does not 
hinder hiatus (cf. Klotz, p. 147). We should possibly write 
<e>putent like epoto, though in Plautus manuscripts only 
expoto is preserved. 

vs. 159: eventus rebus omnibus velut homo messis magna 
fuit. 

I am inclined to ask, recalling the steriles orni of Vergil 
(Georg. II 111), whether orno did not stand here originally; to 
be sure, homo would be the lectio difficilior, but might have crept 
in from some grammarian's handling of the text. Nonius, s. v. 
(121. 7), cites Lucilius, but does not cite Plautus. I cannot find, 
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however, that the ornus was proverbially disappointing, the sense 
in which it would stand here, for yielding flowers and the promise 
of fruit, but no fruit. If we read orno it suggests ornare, and the 
sentiment is ' all your beautifying will come to nothing in the end.' 

vs. 200: nihilo ego quam nunc tu amata sum atque uni modo 
gessi morem. 

Exception has been taken to the construction here ; the minus 
that seems to be lacking cannot be supplied without hurt to the 
metre. The editio minor, however, admits the construction. 
Perhaps we should read NIMIO or NIMIU for NIKILO, sup- 
posing H to have had the K-form as in A, and then change 
quam nunc tu to quantum tu<jn~> , but the admission of ego 
between nimium quantum I cannot support by a parallel. If we 
read nimium ego, quam nunc tu, amata sum, the tarn correlative 
to quam is to seek. 

vss. 204-5 : [solam] illi me[o] soli censeo esse oportere obse- 
quentem, 
solam ille me soli sibi suo <sumptu> liberavit. 

So the editio minor, which, however, inverts the order of the 
lines without a cogent reason, so far as I can see. The motive 
for clipping solam from the text is precisely counter to that for 
clipping -o from meo, for me stands precisely below it. Schoell 
questions solam as follows : " Philolachis erat, non Philematii 
censere 'solam' illam esse oportere obsequentem," but solam in 
the next verse is exposed nominibus mutatis to the same objec- 
tion. I do not see why our verse does not mean 'I ought to be 
solely devoted to P. only.' 

The assumption that-me has been corrupted to meo seems to 
me to move on the lines of greatest resistance, for the omission of 
the personal pronoun with oportere is common in Terence 
(Heaut. 200, 247, Ad. 214). 

According to Klotz (p. 62 sq.), the cretic may stand wherever 
the dactyl may stand in iambic-trochaic measures. Thus sol"" 
illi is an allowable 1st foot. 

The further question arises whether till may not have the 
iambic shortening in this foot, and so be equivalent to a pyrrhic? 
Above, in vs. 73, illud seemed to be a pyrrhic. Further cases 
are illdth (Merc. 380) and Ilium (Trin. 792). As for illi, the 
motive for shortening may be derived from illius (Bacch. 494 et 



TEXTUAL NOTES AND QUERIES ON PLAUTUS. 1 77 

al.). All of this is called in question by Mueller (Plautinische 
Prosodie, p. 337 sq.). 

For vs. 205 I propose, not <_sumptu>, but Pkilolaches, scan- 
ning 

solam file me soli sibi suo <Philolaches> liberavit. 

For suum in the sense of property — especially with sibi — I note 
Trin. 156 reddam suom sibi. In the previous verse nteo is 
euphemistic, like quod suom esse nolit in vs. 247 ; we may also 
compare peculium in its bad sense (vs. 253, cf. Pers. 192). 

vs. 213. For the unmetrical vllllena I propose viti<.i>-lena 
from an earlier viti<u>-lena, just such a compound as sociu- 
fraude (Pseud. 362). 

vs. 241 : edepol si summo Ioui fbo arg€nto sacruficassem. 

This is the reading of the editio minor, following B. Here D 
reads uiuo and C reads ioui for the bo of B. The confusion of B 
and V is common even in A, and B's ioui bo may well be haplo- 
graphic for ioui uiuo, though the variant in C renders this less 
probable. I believe that in *P we must assume a text Ioui uiuo 
argento uiuo, with the adjective repeated, a not infrequent 
phenomenon, and I would emend the line to read : 

edepol si summo Ioui argento uiuo sacruficassem. 

Here there would be semi-hiatus with ISui in the thesis. The verse 
is broken by the seminovenaria caesura, and so a spondaic 4th 
foot is permissible. For the sense of argento uiuo I cite Cicero's 
commercial phrase, de uiuo detrahere (resecare) aliquid 'to take 
something from the capital.' Plautus is here probably playing 
on caput in the next verse, by way of double entendre between 
the senses 'person capital.' 

vss. 274-5 : nam istae ueteres, quae se unguentis unctitant, inter- 
poles 
vetulae edentulae. 
B first read istes ueteres, and further on spells uetule edeniule, 
with e for ae, as commonly. I propose to read istae suetae 
(assuetae ? Asin. 217, 887) \res\, defining suetae by ' experts.' The 
reading ueteres was due to a false division (as in B) or to a gloss. 

vss. 284-5 : • • • is nequid emat, nisi quod tibi placere censeat. 

Schoell has corrected tibi to sibi and is followed by Leo and 
the editio minor. I cannot follow them ; vss. 287-9 tell us that 
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' beauty unadorned 's adorned the most' in the lover's eyes, and 
surely the lover will not here be commanded to buy adornments 
to please himself. 

vs. 301. The oprobarier of the MSS has been corrected to 
opprobrarier, but we know the Romans found difficulty with a 
succession of r's, and reduced percrebruit, say, to percrebuit. 
Here we should read opprobarier, if we would reproduce Plautus's 
probable pronunciation. So also at Pers. 193 *P spells opprobari 
(but cf. True. 280 opprobras A, where, however, there are only 
two r's). 

vss. 313-14 : aduorsum uenire mihi ad Philolachem 
uolo temperi. 
The editors change uenire to ueniri, which is not necessary for 
the metre nor for the syntax either, if we may suppose that uolo 
'order' lapsed over to the construction of iubeo, where the 
standing ellipsis of the natural subject of the dependent infinitive 
amounts to using the active form as a passive (cf. the author in 
Am. Jour. Phil. XV 221). I note the close association of uolo 
and iubeo in the legal formula uelitis iubeatis. 

vs. 319: Ecquid tibi uideor mam-ma-madere. 

Here *P seems to have read Hecquid, and at vs. 339 the 
drunken Callidamates says Eecquis 1 (B) or Hecquis (CD). The 
orthography seems to me possibly to reproduce the hiccough and 
stammer of a drunken man, while the ho-ho-hocellus of vs. 325 
is, I believe, certainly explicable in this way. Forms of ecquis 
with initial h- are rather common in MSS of this play, though in 
some of the cases they have been corrected : vs. 900 hecquis 
ecquis hue, vs. 445 heus hecquis hie est, vs. 907 haecquid placent ; 
but ecquis is found in vss. 354, 899, 988. 

Taking the statistics of ecquis and ecquid for all the rest of 
Plautus, there is no h- in 67 cases. At Bacch. 580 D reads 
hecquis 4 times, but also hostium (for ostium), and the h- possibly 
has some mimetic intention here; at Men. 163 hecquid (B) 
possibly represents the whi&ng of odors; and at Mil. 993 h- may 
be due to whispering ; {heus) hecquis hie is found at Men. 674 (B), 

1 1 note an interesting lusus rerum from True. 505 . . . ehecquit mei similest ? 
rogas? I quin ubi natust <ma-ma> machaeram-fuscebat. If <ma-ma> were 
not an ingenious insertion of Schoell, the orthography of ehec would conclu- 
sively indicate stammering. 
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Mil. 902 (B), 1297 (D), Trin. 870 (B), and at Cas. 166 hecquis 
haec ; in all these cases h- may be due to an alliterative impulse. 
The following passages suggest to me no reason for their h-\ 
Bacch. 980 (DC), Pers. 108 (B), Pseud. 370 (A), 746 (D), 748 (D), 
True. 584 (DC). Thus there are some 13 cases, taking all the 
manuscripts into account, of the spelling with h-, so that, after all, 
we may not make any cogent inference regarding the h- of vss. 
3i9> 339- 

vss. 320-2 1 : semper istoc modo moratus . . . 
uitae debebas. 
So the editio minor. I propose utie<Cr> for uitae, and 
construe istoc modo as the a^wa ™*° koivov with moratus and again 
with utie<_r>. The metre is trochaic dimeter acatal. with troch. 
tripody acatal. The infinitives in -ier in Plautus are, however, 
restricted to final position (see Lorenz on Most. 963), and the 
only deviation (Men. 1006) hardly furnishes a warrant for the 
present passage, and nothing more can be claimed for the 
proposed utie<r> than for any emendation ad sensum. Perhaps 
we should read uti e<_o> debebas, making eo refer to istoc modo. 
The lost <o> would be due to haplography with D in a capital 
manuscript. 

vs. 328: sine sine cadere me Jsino <t> sed hoc quod mihi in 

manu[se]st. 

So the editio minor. No instance of a repeated sine is known 

to me (at Poen. 375 each of the three sine's has its own dependent 

verb), and I suggest si-si-sine, letting the drunken man keep up 

Del. 

his stammering. Further in the verse B reads #21? sinof & hoc, 
and, recalling the form semol oi the inscriptions, I propose . . . me. 
<Del. sino. Cal.> semol et hoc etc., which seems to me a little 
nearer the manuscripts than Schoell's simitu or Hermann's sines 
et. 

vs - 334 : quod ego earn. 

The reading of *P was indubitably quod and not quo, and a 
precise parallel is Asin. 864 hoc ecastor est quod ille it ad cenam 
cottidie. The same locution is used by Vergil (Aen. II 664), hoc 
erat alma parens, quod me per tela . . . eripis. In all these cases 
I take quod to be terminal. I do not agree with Lindsay (Lat. 
Lang., p. 568), who takes the terminal adverbs to be originally 
ablatives. I believe them to be either datives with the same 
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paragogic d shown by the accusatives me-d te-d, or, more 
plausibly perhaps, datives in -o plus the enclitic preposition 
-d{e), which is retained also in Homer in a few archaic formulae. 
Possibly Most. 786 belongs here : quod me miseras, adfero omne 
impetratum, though we may, to be sure, interpret quod me (sc. ut 
facerent) miseras etc. 

vss. 334-5 : quo[d] ego earn an scis ? CAL. scio : in mentem 
venit [DEL.] modo: 
nempe domum eo co[m]missatum fCAL. immo istuc 
quidem iam memini. 
So B, substantially, in the editio minor, but with differences in 
the division of the lines. Instead of [DEL.~\ I propose to read 
the vocative <.Delpkium> , which makes the line a very good 
troch. sept, if we read sets in thesis with semi-hiatus. In the 
next verse CAL is put in above the line by B, and I would 
eliminate it altogether, making istuc refer to some gesture on 
Delphium's part. This verse is also a septenarius with diaeresis 
and hiatus after the 4th foot. In the 7th foot we have a dactyl, 
which, though rare, is allowable. 

vs. 358 : ubi aliqui quique denis hastis corpus transfigi solet. 

So the manuscripts, but aliqui quique seem certainly corrupt. 
We have in Cicero (Div. II 50, 104) aliquidquam and in Livy 
(41. 6) alicuiquam, but both have been emended by the editors. 
I venture to propose here aliquiquam, which is orthographic for 
aliquoiquam (cf. Pers. 489 A). 

vs. 365: quid ita? Jpater adatest tquid ego e<x> te audio? 
Jabsumpti sumus. 

The adatest of the manuscripts I correct to ad-ad-est and B 
divides ad at est. Tranio is stammering with fright, and punning 
besides on attat. I agree with Leo in reading <adest> adest at 
vs. 363, where Philolaches announces the coming of dainties with 
the reiteration of joy. 

Now, at vs. 366 the metre is again defective, and the defect 
seems to consist of an omission before the same word adest. The 
verse runs : 

pater inquam tuos venit Jubi is est obsecro ? TR. . . . adest. 

So the editio minor. I propose to read < Tranio> before 
obsecro (cf. Poen. 1322, True. 503), and possibly <ad->adest, 
with -cro in semi-hiatus. 



TEXTUAL NOTES AND QUERIES ON PLAUTUS. l8l 

vs. 376 : quaeso edepol exsurge. 

I suggest <fe> exporge, and compare Ep. 732 . . . lumbos 
porgite (*P surgile), and Pseud. 1 exporgi meliust lumbos. Still, 
te exporge means 'stretch yourself,' and not 'get up.' Perhaps 
we should read te surge or, with Ritschl, te exsurge, though I 
can furnish no citations of a transitive surgere earlier than Vergil. 

vss. 412 sq.: uerum id uidendumst, id uiri doctist opus, 
quae dissignata sint et facta nequiter, 
niquid potiatur, quam ob rem pigeat uiuere, 
tranquille cuncta et ut proveniant sine[mo] malo. 
The order of the two last lines has been needlessly inverted, it 
seems to me, by the editors. If we invert with the editors, or 
follow the manuscripts, an <.ea> after tranquille or after cuncta 
is easy to insert palaeographically and lightens the syntax. I 
would take ut as subordinate to niquid potiatur ; not co-ordinate. 

vss. 451-2 : . . . natus nemo in aedibus 

seruat, neque qui recludat neque qui[s] respondeat. 
I propose, after Bothe, to drop quis entirely from the text. 
For the absolute use of respondeat I cite Cic. de Or. 3. 49. 191 
respondebunt non vocati. Seyffert notes Rudens 226, where 
responsorem means ' ostiarius.' 

vs. 469 : vos quoque terram $ obsecro hercle quin eloquere. 

So the editio minor. If we may read hercle (cf. Klotz, p. 47), 
I propose to read this verse as follows : 

uos quoque terram [t] obsecro hercle <t> quin eloquere 
<6bsecro>, 
and compare Cure. 308 : 

eloquere, obsecro hercle Jeloquere te obsecro etc. 

The metre can also be mended by inserting <.tu~> before eloquere, 
if we read with semi-hiatus and a shortened e- (cf. Klotz, p. 73). 
For quin <lu> cf. Asin. 659, 868, and tu following quin would 
be liable to haplographic loss. 

vs. 663 : nisi ut in uicinum hunc proxumum mendacium. 

I would correct the mendacium 1 of *P to mendax siem. After 

proximum A has in Studemund's Apographum D — RDIE~ For 

OOO 

1 Schoell would have it that mendacium is picked up from vs. 665. 
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the first D alternative letters are P, and, with less probability, 
E I T, which shows that the perpendicular only of the D is 
clear, and this might be as well the first stroke of an M. Of RD 

o o 

only the lower half remains, so X is a plausible substitute for R 

(x) ' [d] s 

(cf. Epid. 19 R), and S for D (cf. Most. 722 S, Mil. 34 D), though 

o 00 

Studemund omits S here in giving CGQTE as possible readings of 
D. The words mendax siem do not violate the only letters reported 
certain by the Apograph, and offer a plausible substitute for *P's 
mendacium. Nettleship is entitled to priority in point of this 
correction, but he has construed in here with the ablative. I 
do not see, however, that in with the ace. is necessarily of hostile 
intention, and so need not mean more than 'put a lie on.' Plautus 
elsewhere uses aduorsum (Aul. 690, Poen. 400). 

vs. 701 : nam et cenandum ei et cubandum est male. 

So A; B omits ei and reads cubandumst ni trains male; the 
editio minor reads nam et cenandum et cubandumst ei male, 
which does not account for *P's ni Irakis. This we can do by 
treating A's ei as dittographic for et and reading intra his (sc. 
aedibus, ? aedis). The omission of the noun with his can be 
supplied by a gesture. The difficulties are that intra with the 
ablative seems not to have occurred, and while his could be 
justified for a nominative, no accusative his is known. Perhaps 
we should read, then, intra has or intra hie, accounting for the 
variant by the division ni trahis. We must then scan the end of 
our line -dtimst intra hds male, a troch. trip, catal., such as we 
have in the previous verse. 

vss. 709-10 : — haec sat scio quam me habeat male 

peiius posthac fore <et> quam fuit mihi. 
Leo would have a gap between these lines and the editio minor 
suspects quam habeat male (omitting me with B). The difficulty 
Leo makes is removed by the insertion of et after fore [or, with 
Bothe, after male?: cf. Rud. 1169, Mil. 1132 (A)]. The post- 
ponement of et after fore is, however, harsh, unless we can 
consider it relieved by the position of <?/at the end of the second 
cretic. 

vs. 731 : uitam <iam> colitis Jimmo <ita> uit<a> antehac erat. 

I insert iam and ita. I note Epid. 12 minus iam furtificus 

quam antehac. By supplying ita the retort means ' Nay, that's 
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how we used to live.' That this must be the sense the next 
verse, cited below, goes to prove. The subsequent retort (vs. 
733)> it a oppide occidimus omnes, plays upon ita uita — erat, 
taking erat in the sense of fuit. In vs. 731 something like ita is 
certainly needed for the predicate of uita erat. 

vs. 732 : nunc nobis tcommunia haec exciderunt. 

So the editio minor. Here the metre seems undoubtedly 
corrupt. The verse will scan as a trochaic hexapody catalectic, 
like verses 704-5 above in the same passage, if emended as follows : 

nunc nobis communia haec <hic c>e[x]ciderunt — 

if we may employ Vergil's 3d plur. pf. ending. For the sense, 
communia haec means 'the common end,' as communis locus 
(Cas. 19) means 'the common place,' i. e. Hades. 

vs. 756 : quid consomniavit. 

Here the metre is defective. Ritschl proposed <nem> quid, 
but as D reads quis and C con somniavit, I propose quid <se> 
cum somniavit, and compare Ter. And. 442 secum reputavit, and 
Cic. Off. 3. 1. 1 secum loqui, as general analogues for the con- 
struction. This correction would entirely banish the nonce-word 
consomniare. 

vs. 873 : bonis sum improbis sunt malus fuit. 

So B, but the line is neither metrical nor sensible. Now, in a 
minuscule manuscript fuit may well stand for fint, and sum in a 
capital manuscript is close to sint in ductus. I therefore propose 
to read the verse as follows : 

boni sint <bonis si> improbi sint, mail sint 

'the masters would be good to good slaves, but if they were bad, 
bad.' I compare Amph. 659-61 : 

atque ita seruom par videtur sese instituere : 

proinde eri ut sint, ipse item sit . . . 

tristis sit si eri sint tristes ; hilarus sit, si gaudeant, 

which approximates our construction. A further parallel at 
Bacch. 660: 

. . . bonus sit bonis, malus sit malis. 

It would conform to these parallels better if we should read bonus 
sit . . . malus sit, but there is no cogent reason for the singular 
in this truism. 
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vs. 890: ferocem facis quiate eratus amat uha 
So B. I propose to emend as follows : 

ferocem facis <te> quia effartus ama<s> tu <J> ha. 

As far as the ductus goes QUIAEFFARTtjs is most similar to 
quiateeratus, though there is an inversion (metathesis perhaps ?, 
cf. Lindsay, Latin Language, p. 97) of ar. The inserted <te> 
would have been lost owing to the conversion of quia ef- to quia ie. 
The bacchius qut effartus is far from impossible (cf. Klotz, pp. 
343,352; 33). I interpret the verse : 'You are playing the r61e 
of one swollen with anger because you love swellings-vixth-iood.' 
The noun effartus (effertus) would be formed like partus. 
Plautus uses effercio above (vs. 65) and uses effertus as a parti- 
ciple 3 times (twice in the superlative). At vs. 169 above, he 
uses the simplex fartum (MSS/artim, but see the editio minor, 
Praefatio, sub versu), where vestis fartim seems to mean 'the 
stuffing of the clothes.' For the sentiment I compare Bacch. 
580, where a parasitus says to his boy-attendant : comesse panem 
tris pedes latum potes. 

There can be no objection to reading ha (i. e. ah, cf. Epid. 540 
in A) for uah at the beginning of the next line on the score of 
metre or meaning (cf. True. 525, where ah is used " ubi dolorem 
corporis mulier simulat": Richter in Studemund's Studien, I, p. 
401). 

vs. 904: quid tibi visumst mercimoni J<totus> totus gaudeo. 

Gruter's insertion of <lolus> is, I believe, correct; cf. Cas. 621 
tota tota occidi. 

vss. 9057-6 : . . . nunquam edepol ego me scio 
vidisse umquam abiectas aedis etc. 
I would let nunquam — unquam remain ; it is certainly no worse 
tautology than nemo homo (Pers. 211) and homo nemo (Most. 901 
in A, "ut videtur"). 

vs. 926 : egoenimcavirec . . . AMBISGRATIAMATQ'ANIMOMEO. 

So A, while B reads Earn dehis gratiam, dehis being probably 
a spelling of dis as above at vs. 563. That A confuses B and D 
is clear from aebis for aedis at True. 252. I propose to read our 
verse as follows : 

ego enim caui recte ; /am dis gratia[m] atque animo meo. 
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B's Earn for tarn is responsible for gratiam. The phrase tarn dis 
gratia means 'great thanks to the gods.' I compare Ep. 10 kuic 
gratia 'thanks to this hand of mine'; at Men. 387, Stich. 472 tarn 
gratiast means 'no, many thanks,' 'no' being inferred as in 
German ich danke, but ich danke is also positive. 1 I note in 
Terence the parenthetic (est) dis gratia (Ad. 121, 138). 

vs. 984 : Tranio : is uel Herculi conterre quaestum potest. 

So the manuscripts, but B a has corrected the second r of 
conterre from an original e. I believe that *P had the trisyllabic 
infinitive conterer, and I would read the verse : 

Tranio: is uel Herculi <illi> conterer quaestum potest. 

To supply <illi> makes a perfect diaeresis here, and it is thor- 
oughly Plautine (cf. above ille — Iuppiter, vs. 398). The apoco- 
pated infinitive dicer is demanded by the metre at Merc. 282 (cf. 
Sonnenschein in Transactions of the American Philological Asso- 
ciation, XXIV, p. 14), and biber for bibere is certainly genuine 
(cf. Charisius 124. 1, in Keil's Grammatici Latini) ; while Stolz's 
explanation of the infinitive in -ier as apocopated from -iere is 
after all the best. 2 

vs. 1012: quid a Tranione seruo? SI. "fmulto id minus. 

So the editio minor. I propose to read SI. <immo> multo 
etc., assuming a haplography of Simo immo. I note vs. 807, 
where the manuscripts give SI. immo. The metrical value immo 
occurs again at vs. 1091. 

vs. 108 1 : quid iam? Jscio iocaris tu nunc [tu] nam ille <illud> 
quidem haud negat. 

It is obvious that both iu's cannot stand, and they are most 
easily accounted for as arising from a shift in order (cf. supra on 
vs. 104). Leo inserts <edepol> after quidem, but restitutions of 
edepol and its like seem to me idle where haplography cannot be 
made plausible. I propose <illud> , meaning ' his own act.' 

1 There is such an inferred 'no' at Epid. 638 non me nosti? ^rquod quidem 
nunc veniat in mentem mihi. 

2 1 note my supplement to this explanation in the Classical Review, X 183, 
where I incorrectly declared vider to have manuscript warrant at Epid. 62, 
citing a previous error of mine in Am. Jour. Phil. XV, p. 372. A better 
example is our present passage, where conterer approximates to manuscript 
warrant. 
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vs. 1089: dat profecto <t> quin fet ilium in ius si veniam mane. 
So the editio minor. I believe the verse to make good sense 
and metre as it stands. After ilium occurs the normal hiatus in 
the diaeresis. I interpret the verse : ' he doesn't intend to go to 
court any more than I do (who as a slave am debarred from 
court)'; or, literally, 'expect him too when (if) I come into 
court.' 

vs. 1090: <TH.> experiar ut opinor TR. "fcertumst, mihi homi- 
nem cedo. 
So A. Schoell, following a cue of Gruter's, reads ut opino 
TR. <' opino' ?> etc. Leo assigns certumst to TH. and reads 
TR. <.immo> mihi etc. I propose the following : 

<TH.> experior ut opinor. TR. certum<n>est? <TH. cer- 
tumst TR.> mihi hominem cedo, 

and cite in illustration Stich. 482 certumnesl? \certum , and 
Merc. 461 certumnest? Jcensen certum esse? . I note also 
the entirely satisfactory restoration of Camerarius at Most. 639 
eerie f <,certe,~> inquam 

vs. 1091 : uel [hominem] iube aedis mancipio poscere Jimmo hoc 
primum uolo. 

The sense here is excellent if mancipio may be construed with 
poscere, on the analogy of mancipio accipere 'take possession,' 
mancipio dare 'give possession.' Leo suggests that hominem 
has crept in from vss. 1090, 1093. If we eliminate hominem, as 
Camerarius did, the verse becomes metrical with only one ques- 
tionable foot, the 5th — cer'lmmd. The pyrrhic value of immO 
seems certain (cf. Lindsay, 1. c, p. 603), and the only question is 
whether immo with hiatus or immo with its final shortened by 
semi-hiatus may stand in the arsis of a foot. 

vs. 1 113: nunquam edepol hodi6 <di med> invituw destinant 
tibi. 
So I propose to read this verse ; besides the insertion it only 
changes MS invitus to invitum. Schoell reads . . . hodie <.hinc 
abibo> invitus: desine aut abi, and Leo . . . hodie -Chine sivivo> 
invitus desistam abi. For the usage of destinant in our passage 
I cite Aen. II 129 me destinant arae, and Cic. Off. Ill 45 cum 
alteri diem necis destinavisset. 
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vs. 1 1 14 : iam iubeo ignem et sarmen <arae> carnifex circumdari. 
So the editio minor, following Seyffert's ingenious emendation. 
B reads lubeo, C lubo and D tube; these best resolve into a 
minuscule tuber' and I would amend the line thus : 

iam lubet <tibi> ignem et sarmen carnifex circumdari ? 

In this line the haplography of libet and tibi probably took place 
in a capital manuscript. I construe tibi with circumdari according 

tO the <T)(TJfia OTTO KOIVOV. 

vs. 1 134: age mitte ista facto ad me ad cenam Jdic venturum, 
quid taces ? 
So the editio minor. I propose to emend as follows : 
age mitte ista, a_g-<i>to ad me cenam etc., 

where the insertion of <z> is justified by the following t, and the 
interchange of g and c is of common occurrence in capital manu- 
scripts. Ussing's ingenious correction ac te involves shifting die 
venturum to the first speaker. While no great attention can be 
paid to the notae personarum, still, dropping one out demands 
some justification. 

It is not, I take it, a jejune reiteration of hie apud nos hodie 
cenes (vs. 11 29), when the would-be host renews his invitation by 
agito cenam 'I'm having a big dinner' (cf. Pers. 28 agitare 
eleutheria, ib. 769 — meum natalem, Asin. 834 — convivium). 
The [ad'] I have dropped before cenam came in with the error 
in acto. 

vs. 1 141 : numquid aliud feci<t> nisi quod [faciunt] summi<s> 
gnati generibus. 
So the editio minor. I propose to read faciunt and drop feci. 
There is no more difficulty in inferring the verb of the leading 
clause from the dependent than vice versa (cf. Livy 34, 46 and 
2, 32), and a diaeresis after faciunt would be easier, I take it, than 
after quod. 

vs. 1 166 : dispudet < J> fistam ueniam : quid me fiet [J] nunciam ? 

So the editio minor. Assuming that the nota personae had 

been lost in *P, I suppose that manuscript to have read DISPU- 

1 The following are salient cases of the confusion involved here: Pseud. 
1054 iube nunc (A), lubet nunc (*P); ib. 1125 lubet (CD), iubet (B) ; True. 585 
iubet, corrected by Camerarius to lubet, by Buecheler to iube. 
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DETEISTAM etc., and would read here dispudet <%em> istani 
etc., referring for this metrical value of em is/am to Richter in 
Studemund's Studien (I, p. 498), though at both the places cited 
(Cure. 212, Merc. 206) we might read em 1st — , a resolved thesis, 
because of elisions complicated with change of speaker. 

vs. 1172 : mitte quaes<o> istum <J> fe viden ut astat furcifer ? 
So the editio minor, but restat in the manuscripts. I propose 
to read as follows : 

mitte, quagso, istum <t> £<m> viden tit res < is > tat furcifer? 

There is no palaeographic difficulty in reading e<m>. For 
e<m> viden I cite Terence, Hec. 316 em sensistin? and Pseud. 
872 em subolem sis vide. Perhaps, though, we should read hem 
viden, like hem cupin above (vs. 5), and the passage cited from 
Terence has variants in hem. It is quite certain that resistere is 
used by Plautus in the same sense as asiare (cf. Cas. 727). 

The questionable point about the reading I propose is whether 
quaeso may be read with hiatus or semi-hiatus. It seems to be 
so read at Cist. 554 and Cure. 629. 

lkx.ngton, va. Edwin W. Fay. 



